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Abstract. A numerical procedure that combines an extended finite element formulation and
a discontinuous Galerkin technique is presented, with the final aim of providing an effective tool
for the simulation of three-dimensional (3D) fluid-structure interaction problems. In this work we
consider a thick structure immersed in a fluid. We describe the numerical models and discuss the
specific implementation issues arising in three dimensions. Finally, 3D numerical results are provided
to show the effectiveness of the approach.
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1. Introduction. The study of the mechanics of the heart valves and their in-
teraction with blood is very important for understanding their functional behavior,
for developing prosthetic valves, and for post-surgery feedback; see, e.g., [45, 28]. In
this context, the leaflets of the aortic valve, which is at the interface between the left
ventricle and the aorta, play a key role since they have a major influence on the blood
fluid-dynamics in the proximity of the valve and along the aortic arch [29, 40, 46, 15].
The numerical simulation of such a scenario could provide important quantitative
information about the fluid-structure interaction (FSI) arising between blood and
leaflets. Unlike the vascular case, here the FSI problem requires dealing with some
issues, namely, the large displacements involving the leaflets, their small thickness,
and the treatment of the contact.
A classical approach to deal with the vascular FSI problem relies on the generation
of a single mesh with a fitted interface between fluid and vessel wall. While for the
structure problem a Lagrangian formulation is usually considered, for the fluid one
an arbitrary Lagrangian Eulerian (ALE) approach is employed to take care of the
movement of the interface and the resulting deformation of the fluid mesh induced
by the displacement of the structure [17]. However, in the valve FSI problem this
strategy may lead to a very distorted fluid mesh and in some cases a remeshing
procedure may be necessary [27]. A different approach consists in considering unfitted
meshes, where the fluid mesh is fixed on the background while the structure one is
free to move independently. Within these methods, the immersed boundary (IB)
[34, 35, 5, 31, 6, 23, 25, 4] and the fictitious domain (FD) methods [25, 22] are two
effective techniques that were successfully employed in the case of thin valve leaflets;
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see, e.g., [43, 14, 36, 3, 8, 24]. A more recent methodology is based on an unfitted
formulation that allows one to treat nonconforming, overlapping/unfitted meshes by
writing the weak formulation of fluid and structure problems in their physical domains.
This possibly leads to mesh elements with complex shape, allowing one to maintain
the accuracy of the standard finite element method; see, e.g., [1, 11, 30].
The employment of an ALE approach allows one to easily treat the geometrical
coupling at the fluid-structure interface as well as the imposition of the physical cou-
pling conditions (no-slip condition and third Newton law). However, it is not suited to
handle large displacements and the contact among structures. On the other hand, the
use of an unfitted approach avoids the issues of moving or remeshing the fluid mesh,
allowing one to manage in an easier way the movement, and possibly the contact, of
the structures. In this case, the coupling at the interface is more delicate, both on
the geometrical and numerical points of view: some approaches, such as FD, result
in a loss of accuracy; other approaches, such as the extended finite element method
(XFEM) [26, 1] or IB, reconstruct exactly the position of the interface with respect to
the fluid mesh allowing a more accurate solution, but are more complex to implement.
In this work, we consider the case of a three-dimensional (3D) structure immersed
in a fluid where the solid mesh overlaps the fluid one and the interface is fitted only to
the solid mesh. Due to the small thickness of the 3D structure, which may be smaller
than the characteristic fluid mesh size, the solid may split a fluid element into two
subparts, thus generating two (or more) fluid polyhedra with the solid in between.
(In what follows we refer to this kind of elements as split tetrahedra.) To manage this
situation, we propose to use XFEM, where the degrees of freedom (dofs) of the split
elements are duplicated, allowing one to represent a discontinuity within the element
accurately. We notice that in the literature, other, more general, definitions of XFEM
have been provided [21]. Here we will refer to XFEM only when the duplication of
the dofs is considered.
To glue the solution at the physical interface, we employ a discontinuous Galerkin
(DG) technique. The use of an unfitted formulation in combination with the XFEM
and the DG techniques has been reported in [1] for the case of a membrane structure.
In [37], the authors employ a similar formulation in 3D for the incompressible Navier–
Stokes equations solely. To the best of our knowledge, this strategy is here employed
for the first time for a FSI problem with thick structure.
The paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we present the fluid-structure
interaction problem and the corresponding XFEM/DG discretization. In section 3
we describe how to solve the major technical issues encountered by the proposed
method. In section 4 we show several 3D numerical tests to assess and validate the
proposed method. In particular, we consider both a geometrically fixed and a moving
structure. In this first work, we consider only moderate Reynolds numbers (' 10).
Finally, section 5 is devoted to conclusions and limitations.
2. Numerical formulation. In section 2.1, we present the numerical formula-
tion of a time-dependent fluid-structure interaction problem with thick structure in
the case of geometrically fixed immersed structure. The case of completely moving
structure is treated in section 2.2. We consider the incompressible Navier–Stokes
equations for the fluid and the linear elastic model for the structure.
2.1. The case of geometrically fixed structure.
2.1.1. Governing equations. Referring to Figure 1, we consider a fluid domain
Ωf and a structure domain Ωs such that Ω = Ωf ∪Ωs ⊂ Rd, d = 2, 3, and Σ = Ωf ∩Ωs
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ns
Ωf
Γs
nf
Γf
Ωs
Σ
Fig. 1. Sketch of the fluid and structure domain Ωf and Ωs with the fluid-structure interface Σ.
is the fluid-structure interface. We denote by ∂Ωf and ∂Ωs the boundary of the fluid
and solid domain, respectively, and we define Γf = ∂Ωf \ Σ and Γs = ∂Ωs \ Σ.
Finally, we indicate with nf and ns the outward unit normal to the domain Ωf and
Ωs, respectively. On the interface Σ we have nf = −ns = n. We notice that all these
quantities are fixed and do not change in time.
The fluid-structure interaction problem reads as follows: find the fluid velocity
u : Ωf×(0, T ]→ Rd, the fluid pressure p : Ωf×(0, T ]→ R, and the solid displacement
d : Ωs × (0, T ]→ Rd, such that
ρf∂tu + ρfu · ∇u−∇ ·Tf (u, p) = 0 in Ωf × (0, T ] ,(1a)
∇ · u = 0 in Ωf × (0, T ] ,(1b)
u = 0 on Γf × (0, T ] ;(1c)
ρs∂ttd−∇ ·Ts(d) = 0 in Ωs × (0, T ] ,(1d)
d = 0 on Γs × (0, T ] ;(1e)
u = d˙ on Σ× (0, T ] ,(1f)
Tf (u, p)nf = −Ts(d)ns on Σ× (0, T ] ,(1g)
where (1a)–(1c) are the Navier–Stokes equations, (1d)–(1e) the equations of elasto-
dynamics, and (1f)–(1g) the physical coupling conditions. Moreover, we have T > 0,
ρf and ρs are the fluid and structure densities, Tf (u, p) = −pI + 2µfD(u) is the
fluid Cauchy stress tensor, Ts(d) = λs(∇ · d)I + 2µsD(d) is the solid stress tensor,
D(w) = 12 (∇w + ∇wT ), µf is the fluid dynamic viscosity, λs, µs > 0 are the Lame´
parameters, d˙ = ∂td, and for the sake of simplicity we have considered homogeneous
Dirichlet conditions on Γf and Γs.
The problem is completed with the initial conditions u(x, 0) = u0(x), d(x, 0) =
d0(x) and d˙(x, 0) = v0(x).
2.1.2. Spatial discretization. We consider the spaces V = [H1Γf (Ω
f )]d , Q =
L2(Ωf ), and W = [H1Γs(Ω
s)]d, where H1Γf (Ω
f ) = {v ∈ H1(Ωf ), v|Γf = 0}, and
H1Γs(Ω
s) = {v ∈ H1(Ωs), v|Γs = 0}. The weak formulation of the problem given by
(1) reads as follows: for t ∈ (0, T ], find (u(t), p(t),d(t)) ∈ V×Q×W such that u = d˙
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T sh
T f
h
Fig. 2. The structure mesh T sh overlaps the fluid mesh T fh .
on Σ, and {
ρf (∂tu,v)Ωf + af (u,v) + b(p,v)− b(q,u) + c(u,u,v)
+ ρs(∂ttd,w)Ωs + as(d,w) = 0
∀(v, q,w) ∈ V×Q×W such that v|Σ = w|Σ. Here, with ·|Σ we indicate the trace on Σ
and we have indicated by (·, ·)Ωi , i = f, s, the L2 product over Ωi. Moreover, we have
introduced the bilinear forms af : V×V→ R, b : Q×V→ R and as : W×W→ R
defined as
af (u,v) = 2µf (D(u),D(v))Ωf ,
b(p,v) = −(p,∇ · v)Ωf ,
as(d,w) = λs(∇ · d,∇ ·w)Ωs + 2µs(D(d),D(w))Ωs ,
and the trilinear form c : V ×V ×V→ R defined as
c(z,u,v) = ρf (z · ∇u,v)Ωf .
For further details on the weak formulation and its analysis, see, e.g., [19].
To ease the presentation, we assume that Ωf , Ωs, and Σ are polyhedral. We denote
by T sh the solid mesh that covers the domain Ωs and is fitted to ∂Ωs, and by T fh the
fluid mesh that covers the whole domain Ω and is fitted to Γf , but in general not to Σ
and Γs. We indicate with h > 0 the space discretization step which is a function that
may vary among the elements K of the meshes and between the fluid and structure
meshes. As result, the solid mesh T sh overlaps the fluid mesh T fh ; see Figure 2.
We also introduce the following background fluid mesh,
Gh = {K : K ∈ T fh , K ∩ Σ 6= ∅, K ∩ Ωf is a nonconnected set},
that consists of all the elements K in T fh cut by the interface Σ which are split
elements. This means that each fluid element K ∈ Gh is split into NK ≥ 2 fluid
subparts, which in , are polyhedra; see Figure 3, where NK = 2. Let us denote by
PKi , i = 1, . . . , N
K , the polyhedra of a fluid split element K; see Figure 3, right.
We define by GPh the union of all such polyhedra PKi for i = 1, . . . , NK and for each
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Fig. 3. Left: representation of the background mesh Gh. Center: representation of the non-
connected mesh GPh . Right: representation of a split element K with two fluid subparts PK1 and
PK2 .
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Fig. 4. Left: sketch of the sets Ω0h, Ω
1
h, and Ω
2
h in the case of N
f = 2. Center: example of
scenario where a continuous approximation is not possible for the fluid problem. Right: the shaded
regions represent the meshes T 0h (top) and T ih (bottom) in the case of Nf = 2. In this case, T 1h
coincides with T 2h .
K ∈ Gh. More precisely
P ∈ GPh ←→ ∃K ∈ Gh s.t. P ⊂ K ∩ Ωf is a connected set.
The set GPh in now partitioned into its Nf = maxK NK connected subsets Ωih.
For example, in Figure 4, left, we have Nf = 2 connected subregions Ω1h and Ω
2
h.
Moving from these definitions, we set
Ω0h = Ω
f \
⋃
K∈Gh
K
(see Figure 4, left), and we denote by T 0h the smallest mesh composed of the elements
K ∈ T fh that covers the set Ω0h, i.e.,
K ∈ T 0h ←→ K ∩ Ω
0
h 6= ∅;
see Figure 4, right. Finally, we denote by T ih for i = 1, . . . , Nf the smallest mesh that
consists of all the elements of Gh that covers the set Ωih, i.e.,
K ∈ T ih ←→ K ∩ Ω
i
h 6= ∅, i = 1, . . . , Nf .
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F1h,phy F2h,phy
(a)
F1h,com
(b)
F2h,com
(c)
F1h,Σ F2h,Σ
(d)
Fig. 5. Representation of the sets of faces involved in the integration (highlighted in green):
(a) the physical faces F1h,phy and F2h,phy; (b) the computational faces F1h,com; (c) the computa-
tional faces F2h,com; and (d) the computational faces F1h,Σ and F2h,Σ intersected by Σ which, in this
example, coincide.
In this way, each element K ∈ Gh belongs to NK different meshes T ih . We point out
that Ωf =
⋃
i=0,...,Nf Ω
i
h and that Ω
i
h∩Ωjh = ∅ ∀i 6= j. We observe that the set covered
by T ih is larger than the one covered by the corresponding Ωih; see Figure 4, right.
It is important to distinguish between the physical parts Ωih and the computational
ones T ih , since some operators act on the former, while other operators, such as the
stabilization terms, act on the latter. This requires one to be able to integrate over
a portion of an element K or a portion of a facet F . A detailed explanation of this
point will be presented in section 3. In what follows, we indicate with
• physical, the restriction of a geometrical entity of T ih on Ωih;
• computational, the entire geometrical entity in the mesh T ih .
To ease the presentation, in what follows we suppose that Nf = 2, so that we
have only the sets Ω1h and Ω
2
h; see Figure 4, left.
Thanks to the above definitions, we can classify the faces in the region involved
in the FSI coupling as follows:
• faces belonging to the fluid-structure interface Σ, where we impose weakly
the continuity of the velocity and stresses by means of the DG formulation
(see, e.g., [10, 11]);
• F ih,phy, the physical part of the faces in T ih , i = 1, 2, see the green edges in
Figure 5(a), where we impose weakly the continuity of the fluid velocity and
stresses by means of the DG formulation (see, e.g., [2, 16]);
• F ih,Σ, the (computational) faces of T ih , i = 1, 2, cut by the interface Σ, see
the green edges in Figure 5(d), where the ghost penalty stabilization term is
applied (see below);
• F ih,com, the computational counterpart of the faces F ih,phy, i = 1, 2, see the
green edges in Figure 5(b)–(c), where we apply the other stabilization terms
(IP in our case; see below).
As we will explain in section 3.3, the dofs associated to the elements in Gh are dupli-
cated according to the XFEM strategy: a set of dofs is used to compute the solution
over T 1h , and a second set of dofs is used to compute the solution over T 2h . We observe
that in some scenarios, like the one depicted in Figure 4, center, it is not possible
to force continuity for the fluid problem across the edges represented in green. For
example, using linear polynomial functions as done in this work (see below), on the
upper part of such edges (element in blue) we have three dofs to represent the solu-
tion, whereas on the lower part (elements in yellow and pink) we have six dofs due to
the XFEM doubling. For this reason, we apply a DG mortaring on these interfaces
and, for simplicity, on all faces that belongs to F ih,phy for i = 1, 2.
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
02
/0
7/
18
 to
 1
31
.1
75
.1
2.
86
. R
ed
ist
rib
ut
io
n 
su
bje
ct 
to 
SIA
M 
lic
en
se 
or 
co
py
rig
ht;
 se
e h
ttp
://w
ww
.si
am
.or
g/j
ou
rna
ls/
ojs
a.p
hp
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copyright © by SIAM. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited. 
UNFITTED FORMULATION FLUID-STRUCTURE INTERACTION B65
We introduce the following spaces:
Xfh = {vh ∈ L2(Ωf ) : vh ∈ C0(Ω0h), vh|K ∈ P1(K),∀K ∈ T ih for i = 0, 1, 2}
and
Xsh = {vh ∈ C0(Ω
s
) : vh|K ∈ P1(K) ∀K ∈ T sh }.
For the approximation of the fluid velocity, fluid pressure, and solid displacement we
consider the spaces
Vh = {vh ∈ [Xfh ]d : vh|Γf = 0}, Qh = {qh ∈ Xfh},
Wh = {wh ∈ [Xsh]d : wh|Γs = 0},
respectively.
Further, we introduce some trace operators defined over an interface I that sep-
arates a domain Ω1,2 into Ω1 and Ω2, such that Ω1,2 = Ω1 ∪Ω2 and Ω1 ∩Ω2 = I. For
a function q, we denote by J·KI the jump and by {{·}}I,α the α-weighted mean across
the interface I, defined as
(2) JqKI = q1 − q2, {{q}}I,α = αq1 + (1− α)q2,
where q1 and q2 are the traces of q at the two sides of the interface and α ∈ [0, 1]. If
the subscript α is not indicated, we assume that α = 12 .
The space semidiscretization problem related to (1) reads as follows: for t ∈ (0, T ],
find (uh(t), ph(t),dh(t)) ∈ Vh ×Qh ×Wh such that
(3)

ρf (∂tuh,vh)Ωf + af (uh,vh) + b(ph,vh)− b(qh,uh) + c(uh,uh,vh)
+ ρs(∂ttdh,wh)Ωs + as(dh,wh)
+ ch(uh,uh,vh) +
ρf
2
(uh · n, d˙h · vh)Σ + sh(uh, ph; vh, qh) + gh(uh,vh)
− (αTf (uh, ph)nf + (1− α)Ts(dh)nf ,vh −wh)Σ
− (uh − d˙h, αTf (vh,−qh)nf + (1− α)Ts(wh)nf )Σ
+
γΣµ
f
h
(uh − d˙h,vh −wh)Σ
− ∑i=1,2∑F∈Fih,phy ({{Tf (uh, ph)}}F nf , JvhKF )F
− ∑i=1,2∑F∈Fih,phy (JuhKF ,{{Tf (vh,−qh)}}F nf)F
+
∑
i=1,2
∑
F∈Fih,phy
γvphyµ
f
hF
(JuhKF , JvhKF )F = 0
∀(vh, qh,wh) ∈ Vh × Qh ×Wh. We have indicated by γΣ > 0 and γvphy > 0 the
penalty parameters related to the interface Σ and to the faces in F ih,phy, respectively.
In (3), we have introduced the following:
• A correction of the convective term to maintain the condition c(z,v,v) =
0 ∀v ∈ V, z ∈ {v ∈ V,∇ · v = 0} in the discrete space (see [42, 16]), defined
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as
ch(zh,uh,vh) =
ρf
2
((∇ · zh)uh,vh)Ωf
−
∑
i=1,2
∑
F∈Fih,phy
ρf ({{zh}}F · n JuhKF , {{vh}}F )F
−
∑
i=1,2
∑
F∈Fih,phy
ρf
2
(JzhKF · n, {{uh · vh}}F )F
− ρ
f
2
(zh · n,uh · vh)Σ.
• The term
(4)
ρf
2
(uh · n, d˙h · vh)Σ,
to maintain the consistency of the formulation lost by introducing the fourth
term in ch(uh,uh,vh). We notice that this term guarantees consistency, but
probably at the expense of stability. Indeed, with this new term, the relation
(c + ch)(uh,uh,uh) = 0 does not provide a discrete energy estimate for (5).
How could the term (4) be controlled is still an open issue and it is under
investigation.
• A stabilizing term sh applied on F ih,com to handle spurious pressure and
velocity instabilities due to equal order finite elements and to dominating
convection regimes, respectively. For example, in this work we considered
the continuous interior penalty stabilization (see [12]), as done in [37]. This
strategy is characterized by the choice of three parameters, namely, γp in the
pressure stabilization term, γβ in the velocity stabilizaiton term, and γdiv
in a further term added to give additional control of the incompressibility
condition.
• A ghost-penalty term (see [9]), applied on F ih,Σ to guarantee robustness of
the method w.r.t. the cut elements, defined as
gh(uh,vh) = γg
∑
i=1,2
∑
F∈Fih,Σ
µfhF
∫
F
J∇uhKF n · J∇vhKF n
with γg > 0.
• The terms involving (·, ·)Σ and (·, ·)F that allow one to impose weakly (i.e., in
a DG manner) the continuity conditions at the interface Σ and at the faces in
F ih,phy, by mimicking the (symmetric) interior penalty method, introduced,
for example, in [18, 2] for the Poisson problem.
Notice that in problem (3) we have made the choice α = 1/2 for the fluid/fluid
mortaring. This is perfectly justified by the homogeneous coupling; see, e.g., [13].
Instead, this choice is not optimal for the fluid/solid mortaring as highlighted in [11].
For this reason, as suggested in [11], we have considered α = 1 in the numerical
experiments reported below.
2.1.3. Full discretization. We denote by ∆t > 0 the temporal discretization
step and by (0, T ] the temporal domain such that tn = n∆t for n = 1, . . . , Nt with
Nt = T∆t . To ease the presentation, we consider only the implicit Euler scheme for the
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time discretization. The space-time discretization of the problem given by (1) reads
as follows: for n = 0, . . . , Nt − 1, find (un+1h , pn+1h ,dn+1h ) ∈ Vh ×Qh ×Wh such that
(5)
ρf
∆t
(un+1h ,vh)Ωf + a
f (un+1h ,vh) + b(p
n+1
h ,vh)− b(qh,un+1h ) + c(unh,un+1h ,vh)
+
ρs
∆t2
(dn+1h ,wh)Ωs + a
s(dn+1h ,wh)
+ ch(unh,u
n+1
h ,vh)+
ρf
2
(
unh · n,
dn+1h
∆t
· vh
)
Σ
+ sh(un+1h , p
n+1
h ; vh, qh)+gh(u
n+1
h ,vh)
− (αTf (un+1h , pn+1h )nf + (1− α)Ts(dn+1h )nf ,vh −wh)Σ
− (un+1h −
dn+1h
∆t
, αTf (vh,−qh)nf + (1− α)Ts(wh)nf )Σ
+
γΣµ
f
h
(
un+1h −
dn+1h
∆t
,vh −wh
)
Σ
− ∑i=1,2∑F∈Fih,phy ({{Tf (un+1h , pn+1h )}}F nf , JvhKF )F
− ∑i=1,2∑F∈Fih,phy (qun+1h yF ,{{Tf (vh,−qh)}}F nf)F
+
∑
i=1,2
∑
F∈Fih,phy
γvphyµ
f
hF
(q
un+1h
y
F
, JvhKF )F
=
ρf
∆t
(unh,vh)Ωf +
2ρs
∆t2
(dnh,wh)Ωs +
ρs
∆t2
(dn−1h ,wh)Ωs +
ρf
2
(
unh · n,
dnh
∆t
· vh
)
Σ
+
(
dnh
∆t
, αTf (vh,−qh)nf + (1− α)Ts(wh)nf
)
Σ
− γΣµ
f
h
(
dnh
∆t
,vh −wh
)
Σ
∀(vh, qh,wh) ∈ Vh × Qh ×Wh, and where we have used a first order extrapolation
to treat the nonlinearity of the convective term.
The algebraic linear system associated with equation (5) reads
RU = F,
where
R =
 Kf + C(Un) +G+ Euu +Huu BT + Eup +Hup Eud−B + EupT +HupT S Edp
Eud
T
Edp
T
Ks + Edd
 ,
U =
 Un+1Pn+1
Dn+1
 and F =
 FuFp
Fd
 .
We have set Kf = ∆t−1Mf + Af and Ks = ∆t−2Ms + As, where Mf , Af , B, and
C(Un) represent the standard matrices of the finite element discretization of the
Navier–Stokes problem, Ms and As the mass and stiffness matrices related to the
structure discretization, S the matrix related to the fluid stabilization, and G the
matrix associated with the ghost penalty term. The matrices E contain the DG
terms that couple the fluid and the structure on the interface Σ, while the matrices
H contain the DG terms that ensure the weak continuity of the velocity and stresses
on the faces F ih,phy.
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2.2. The case of geometrically moving structure. In this section, we extend
the unfitted formulation presented in the previous section to the case of a geometrically
moving structure.
First, we have to introduce the time dependence into the definitions of the do-
mains. Now, the fluid domain is indicated by Ωf (t), the structure domain is indicated
by Ωs (t), and the fluid-structure interface is defined as Σ (t) = Ω
f
(t) ∩ Ωs (t). To
ease the presentation, we assume that Γf = ∂Ωf (t) \ Σ (t) and Γs = ∂Ωs (t) \ Σ (t)
are fixed in time. This implies that the domain Ω = Ω
f
(t) ∪ Ωs (t) is fixed in time
and that only the FS interface is moving.
Since the structure problem is solved in a Lagrangian framework, we need to
introduce the reference configuration of the solid domain, which will be indicated
with the superscript .̂ For any t > 0, the material domain Ωs(t) is the image of Ω̂s
by a Lagrangian map L(t) : Ω̂s → Ωs(t). We use the notation ĝ = g ◦ L(t) to denote
in Ω̂s any function g defined in the current solid configuration Ωs(t).
The fluid-structure interaction problem reads as follows: find for each t ∈ (0, T ],
the fluid velocity u, the fluid pressure p, and the solid displacement d, such that
ρf∂tu + ρfu · ∇u−∇ ·Tf (u, p) = 0 in Ωf (t) ,(6a)
∇ · u = 0 in Ωf (t) ,(6b)
u = 0 on Γf ;(6c)
ρs∂ttd̂−∇ · T̂s(d̂) = 0 in Ω̂s,(6d)
d̂ = 0 on Γs;(6e)
u = d˙ on Σ (t) ,(6f)
Tf (u, p)nf = −Ts(d)ns on Σ (t) ,(6g)
where we have used the following formula to pass from the Piola–Kirchhoff tensor
T̂s(d̂) to the Cauchy stress tensor Ts(d):
T̂s = JTsF−T .
Here, J = det(F), F = ∇x is the deformation tensor, the gradient being taken with
respect to the reference space coordinates, and x are the coordinates of points in the
current configuration. For the definitions of the parameters and the other quantities,
we refer to the discussion presented in section 2.1.1. We point out that the coupling
conditions (6f)–(6g) are written in the current configuration.
At the discrete level, we now have the major issue given by the fact that the
fluid domain is moving due to the movement of the interface. In particular, although
the fluid mesh is fixed at the background, the intersections with the structure one
are changing in time. It could even happen (as in the simulation we will describe in
section 4.3) that the intersected tetrahedra are not the same from a time step to the
following one. In this case, the fully discrete formulation is given again by (5), where
however we have to account for two major changements:
(i) Treat the geometric nonlinearity given by the fact that we are solving the fluid
equations in an Eulerian configuration. Here, we decide to use an explicit treatment,
where at time tn the fluid equations are solved in Ωf,n−1h = Ω \ (Ωs,n−1h ) = Ω \
(Ln−1h (Ω̂s)), where Ln−1h = IΩ̂s + d̂n−1h . Thus, the integrals over the fluid domain
and the FS interface are intended in Ωf,n−1h and Σ
n−1
h , respectively, and the structure
problem is written in the reference configuration.
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
02
/0
7/
18
 to
 1
31
.1
75
.1
2.
86
. R
ed
ist
rib
ut
io
n 
su
bje
ct 
to 
SIA
M 
lic
en
se 
or 
co
py
rig
ht;
 se
e h
ttp
://w
ww
.si
am
.or
g/j
ou
rna
ls/
ojs
a.p
hp
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copyright © by SIAM. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited. 
UNFITTED FORMULATION FLUID-STRUCTURE INTERACTION B69
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       














    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    











tn−1
tn
Kn−1
Kn
IKn
Kn
JKn
a) b)
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
              





















       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       





















unh
unh
EKˆn−1→Knu
n
h
Σn−1
Σn
︸ ︷︷ ︸
Kˆn−1
︸ ︷︷ ︸
K
︸ ︷︷ ︸
Kˆn−1
︸︷︷︸
Kn
Fig. 6. Left: two possible evolutions of the physical portion of a tetrahedron K. (a) the structure
moves toward the right, partially uncovering the tetrahedron, so that the corresponding new physical
portion IKn is not empty; (b) the structure moves toward the left, increasing the covered region of
the tetrahedron, so that the corresponding new covered portion JKn is not empty. Right: example
of natural extension operator E.
(ii) The fluid velocity at previous time step un−1h appearing in the convective
term ch, in the corresponding consistency term, and in the term coming from time
discretization, should be properly defined in the new mesh, since it does not belong
to the same space of the test functions vh. In particular, owing to point (i) above,
un−1h is evaluated on Ω
f,n−1
h . We have to understand how to write this term on Ω
f,n
h .
To this aim, given two neighboring tetrahedra K and K̂, we indicate by Km and
K̂m their physical (uncovered) portions (polyedra) at the generic time step tm, by
IKn = Kn \Kn−1 the new physical portion of K uncovered passing from tn−1 to tn,
and by JKn = Kn−1 \Kn the physical portion of K covered passing from tn−1 to tn;
see Figure 6, left.
Then, we first introduce the “natural extension” operator EK̂n−1→Kn of a piece-
wise linear function wnh defined on Ω
f,n−1
h , which evaluates the linear function w
n
h |K̂n−1
onto Kn, by extending its values outside K̂n−1; see Figure 6, right. Thus, we define
the following new quantity Πnunh to be used in (5) in place of u
n
h:
(Πnunh) (x)|Kn =

unh(x)|Kn−1 if Kn ≡ Kn−1 or (|JKn | > 0 and x ∈ Kn) ,
EKn−1→Knunh(x) if |IKn | > 0,
not defined if |JKn | > 0 and x ∈ JKn ,
EK¯n−1→Knunh(x) if |Kn−1| = 0 and |Kn| > 0,
where K¯ is an arbitrary neighboring tetrahedron with |K¯n−1| > 0. The idea is to
obtain the numerical solution in a physical polyedron, which was partially covered
by the structure at time tn−1, by linearly extending the solution available at time
tn−1 in the same tetrahedron. In the case where Kn−1 was completely covered by the
structure, we linearly extend the numerical solution of a selected neighbor.
For the treatment of the interface position, we refer the reader also to [1] for the
membrane case.
3. Implementation details. In this section, we describe the main issues that
arise during the implementation of the proposed XFEM/DG approach, in particular
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Fig. 7. Left: example of a tetrahedron (blue) of the background mesh that intersects the interface
Σ (white mesh). The darker part represents the physical part, i.e., the cut-element, the portion of
the element that is not overlapped by the foreground mesh, while the lighter part is the overlapped
one. Right: the cut-mesh associated with the background mesh shown in Figure 2 that contains
cut-elements (in red).
the specific features that characterize the method with respect to the standard finite
element method.
In what follows, we indicate with
• Background mesh, the fluid mesh T fh that covers the entire domain.
• Foreground mesh, the solid mesh T sh that covers the solid domain and overlaps
the fluid one.
• Cut-entities, the physical portion of the geometrical entities (tetrahedra or
faces) of the background mesh partially covered by the foreground mesh,
which, in the case of volumes or faces, are in general polyhedra or polygon;
see Figure 7. In particular, we refer to cut-elements and cut-faces for the case
of 3D and two-dimensional (2D) entities, respectively.
• Cut-mesh, the fluid mesh resulting from the difference between the back-
ground mesh and the foreground one (see Figure 7, right) that coincides with
the physical portion of the background mesh (i.e., the union of cut-entities
and elements not covered by the foreground mesh).
Due to the unfitted nature of the meshes, it is necessary to identify which parts of
the entities in the background mesh are physical (i.e., belonging to the cut-mesh) with
the aim of computing the integrals over these portions. The main steps to address
are
1. the computation of the intersections between the unfitted meshes;
2. the generation of the cut-elements and cut-mesh;
3. the addition of the extended dofs according to the XFEM philosophy;
4. the integration over the cut-elements and cut-faces.
In the following sections, we explain how we deal with each of these topics.
3.1. Intersection between meshes. To identify the physical portions of the
cut-entities it is necessary to compute the intersection points between the background
and foreground mesh. These intersections will be used to reconstruct the cut-elements
and the cut-faces on the interface.
Referring to Figure 8, we show two configurations where the intersections points
between the background and interface meshes are represented: on the left, we consider
the case of a fluid element associated to only one cut-element, while on the right we
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UNFITTED FORMULATION FLUID-STRUCTURE INTERACTION B71
Fig. 8. The foreground mesh (in white) ad the physical part of the tetrahedron (in blue). The
resulting intersection points are highlighted (in yellow). Left: one fluid physical element is generated.
Right: two fluid physical elements are generated.
consider the case of two cut-elements. The computation of the intersection points
may be very expensive from a computational viewpoint, since it is not known a priori
which elements of the background mesh are intersected, so a naive procedure may
be to check for all the elements of the foreground mesh if they are intersected by an
element of the background mesh. To avoid this and to obtain an efficient algorithm, we
rely on an alternating digital tree; see [7, 20]. This data structure, given a bounding
box of an entity of the foreground mesh, allows one to check if the bounding box
intersects the elements of background mesh and returns a list these elements. Once
the list is obtained, we proceed to compute the intersection points. A similar strategy
has been already employed, for example, in [30].
At the end of this procedure, for each element of the background mesh that is cut
by the foreground one, we have the corresponding list of intersection points.
3.2. Generation of the cut-mesh. The intersection points calculated are
stored to generate a subtetrehedralization inside each cut-element, which in general is
a polyhedron. The purpose of this tetrahedralization is twofold: (i) integrate over the
cut-elements and the cut-faces, and (ii) visualize the numerical solution on the physi-
cal part (cut-elements), avoiding the visualization of the solution on the nonphysical
portions of the interface background elements. The first point will be explained in
detail in section 3.4.
The subtetrahedralization has to fulfill two requirements: (i) we have to force
the intersection points to be vertices of the final tetrahedralization; (ii) the possible
additional vertices introduced by the tetrahedralization have to lie inside the ele-
ment, otherwise the conformity between facing element will be lost. To satisfy these
requirements, for each element K, we proceed as follows:
1. A one-dimensional (1D) mesh for each edge of K is generated by using the
intersection points that lie on the edge as vertices; see Figure 9, left-center.
2. A 2D mesh for each face of K is generated by using the edges computed at
step 1 to define the boundary of the face, and by using the intersection points
that lie of the face as vertices; see Figure 9, center-right.
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
02
/0
7/
18
 to
 1
31
.1
75
.1
2.
86
. R
ed
ist
rib
ut
io
n 
su
bje
ct 
to 
SIA
M 
lic
en
se 
or 
co
py
rig
ht;
 se
e h
ttp
://w
ww
.si
am
.or
g/j
ou
rna
ls/
ojs
a.p
hp
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copyright © by SIAM. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited. 
B72 S. ZONCA, C. VERGARA, L. FORMAGGIA
→ →
Fig. 9. Subtriangulation of the face of the element in Figure 8. Left: face of the background
mesh (in red) and foreground mesh (in white). Center: generation of the 1D meshes over the edges.
Right: generation of the 2D mesh over the face. The intersection points are highlighted in yellow.
Fig. 10. Tetrahedralization of the element, with the edges of the subtetrahedra highlighted in
light blue. Left: element with one fluid physical element. Right: element with two fluid physical
elements.
3. A 3D mesh is generated by using the faces computed at step 2 to define the
boundary of the element, and by using the intersection points that lie inside
the volume of the element.
Steps 2 and 3 are carried out by Triangle [38] and TetGen [39], respectively. In
Figure 10, we report the subtetrahedralization for the cases presented in Figure 8.
3.3. Extended and cancelled degrees of freedom. The main goal of the
tetrahedralization is the computation of the integrals over the cut-entities. To this
aim, it is first necessary to identify which dofs should be selected when integrating an
element of the background mesh. In particular, which dofs are cancelled since covered
by the foreground mesh, and which dofs are doubled since the corresponding element
is subdivided into two or more disconnetted cut-entities. To ease the presentation, in
what follows we refer to the dofs associated with conforming piecewise linear finite
element.
The elements of the background mesh can be divided into three categories:
(a) Elements that are nonoverlapped by the foreground mesh (see Figure 11, left)
or that are partially overlapped by it producing a single connected cut-entity;
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Fig. 11. Possible scenarios of background elements (in red) with respect to the foreground mesh
(in grey). From left to right: element not overlapped, two elements partially overlapped, element
completely overlapped.
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Fig. 12. The two main configurations that may appear in the case of partially overlapped
elements. Left: case of one physical element (in blue), the foreground mesh (in grey), and the dofs
highlighted in green. Right: case of two physical elements with the background element (in white)
and the foreground mesh (in grey). In this case, the set of dofs are doubled (in green and red) and
each set is used to compute the solution only in one of the two physical element (in blue).
see Figure 11, center. In this case, we select the dofs of the standard FEM
and integration proceeds as usual.
(b) Elements that are partially-overlapped by the foreground mesh, producing
two or more disconnetted cut-entities; see Figure 8, right. In this case, we
have to consider additional dofs in the spirit of XFEM.
(c) Elements that are fully overlapped by the foreground mesh; see Figure 11,
right. In this case, we do not have to consider any dof on the element since
the latter does not belong to the physical domain.
In the case (b) above, we have to double the finite element, i.e., the geometric entity
and its associated dofs; see Figure 12, right. Hence, we will use a first set of dofs
to compute the integrals over one physical element, and the second set of dofs to
compute the integrals over the other physical element; see, e.g., [26]. Notice that the
case of more than two disconnetted cut-entities corresponding to a partially covered
interface background element is treated in an analogous way.
We notice that a similar strategy to handle the FSI problem for unfitted meshes
in the case of thick structure has been studied in [11] as well. However, in that paper
the authors do not consider that a fluid element could be cut by the solid into two
physical parts, and thus they do not need to double the dofs. In some sense our
approach is similar to that proposed in [37] even if in that paper the authors consider
only a fluid problem, not an FSI one.
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Fig. 13. Computation of the integrals over the partially overlapped elements. Left: case of one
physical part (in blue) with the dofs highlighted in green. Right: case of two physical parts (in blue).
The integral on each part uses a different set of dofs, i′, j′, k′ (in green) for PK1 , i
′′, j′′, k′′ (in red)
for PK2 .
3.4. Integration over the cut-entities. The integration over the physical por-
tions of the partially overlapped elements, which, in general, are complex polyhedra,
requires one to consider advanced numerical integration techniques. Some of these
techniques are presented, e.g., in [33, 32, 41, 44].
To avoid implementing new numerical quadrature formula and to reuse the clas-
sical Gaussian quadrature rule available in a standard FEM implementation, we pro-
ceed instead as follows: by using the tetrahedralization generated inside each partially
overlapped element, we compute the integral over each subtetrahedron and then we
sum up all the contributions.
By referring to the configurations shown in Figure 13
• in the case of one physical part (left), we sum the integrals calculated on each
subtetrahedron of the polyhedron PK1 arisen after the tetrahedralization of
the latter by using the dofs defined on the entire element K,
• in the case of two physical parts (right), we sum the integrals calculated on
each subtetrahedron of PK1 by using the dofs indicated by i
′, j′, k′, and the
same strategy is applied on each subtetrahedron of PK2 by using the dofs
indicated by i′′, j′′, k′′.
We point out that the same procedure is applied also when considering the cut-
faces for integrating the DG terms on the fluid-structure interface and on the fluid-fluid
interface (i.e., on Σ and F ih,phy, respectively; see section 2).
This procedure is able to treat efficiently cases of high geometric complexity and
in particular the case of split elements.
4. Numerical examples. In this section, we present some numerical results
aiming at assessing the effectiveness of the proposed method. We present three test
cases:
I. a linear steady FSI problem (see section 4.1),
II. a nonlinear time-dependent FSI problem with a geometrically fixed structure
(see section 4.2),
III. a nonlinear time-dependent FSI problem with a moving structure (section 4.3).
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For each case, we provide a validation of our method, by means of a comparison
with the solution obtained with a fitted/conforming finite element method, obtained
by means of the ALE formulation [17]. For the latter case, the same values of the
stabilization parameters considered for the unfitted case have been used. In particular,
for test case I, we compute for different values of h, the relative L2 norms in space of
the structure displacement and fluid pressure differences on a selected line, i.e.,
difflrel,q =
√√√√∫ L0 |qfitt(l)− qunfitt(l)|2dl∫ L
0 |qfitt(l)|2dl
,
where q is either the displacement d or the pressure p, L the length of the line, and l
the corresponding spatial coordinate. Instead, for test cases II and III, we compute for
different values of h or ∆t, the relative L2 norms in time of the structure displacement
differences in a selected point p, i.e.,
difftrel,d =
√√√√∫ T0 |dfitt(p, t)− dunfitt(p, t)|2dt∫ T
0 |dfitt(p, t)|2dt
.
Notice that for all the cases the structure mesh is the same for the fitted and unfitted
cases. We will report the number of tetrahedra and the corresponding mesh size for
the unfitted case. Of course, these values change for the fitted background mesh,
but since they are almost identical to the unfitted one, we will skip this information
later on. All the proposed examples are simulated in a 3D framework with a linear
Hooke law for the structure. Moreover, the linear system arising at each time step
is solved monolithically with GMRES preconditioned by a 2 × 2 block Gauss–Seidel
preconditioner, the two blocks being identified by the fluid and structure subproblems,
respectively.
The method presented in section 2 and 3 has been implemented in the C++ finite
element library LifeV (www.lifev.org).
4.1. Steady and linear FSI problem (test case I). In the following test
case, we consider the steady-state solution of a viscous fluid that interacts with a
linear elastic thick solid in the small deformations regime. In particular, we consider
the Stokes equation for the fluid and the Hooke law for the solid. In this case, the
velocity continuity condition at the interface Σ is u = 0, and the stresses continuity
condition reads Tfnf = −Tsns. We obtain the following problem:
(7a)
(7b)
(7c)
(7d)
(7e)

−∇ · (−pI + 2µfD (u)) = 0 in Ωf ,
∇ · u = 0 in Ωf ,
−∇ · (λs (∇ · d) I + 2µsD (d)) = 0 in Ωs,
u = 0 on Σ,
Tf (u, p)nf = −Ts(d)ns on Σ
with µf = 0.035poise, λs = Eν(1+ν)(1−2ν) , µ
s = E2(1+ν) , and E = 10
4dyne/cm2 is
the Young’s modulus and ν = 0.45 is the Poisson’s ratio. We consider the domain
Ω = (0, 1)3cm, Ωs = (0.15, 0.85)cm×(0.4, 0.6)cm×(0.31, 0.34)cm, and Ωf = Ω\Ωs; see
Figure 14. Regarding the boundary conditions, we impose Tfn = (0, 0,−2)dyne/cm2
on Γin, Tfn = 0 on Γout and u = 0 on the remaining fluid boundary, where n =
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↓
l2
Γin
Γout
Ωf ↙
l1
Ωs
Γswall↙Γswall→
z
x
y
Fig. 14. Sketch of the domain Ω with the domain Ωs highlighted in grey. Test case I.
Table 1
Number of tetrahedra and corresponding value of h (in brackets) for three levels of refinement,
and relative differences for the displacement on the line l2 and pressure on the line l1. Test case I.
# tetrahedra in T fh # tetrahedra in T sh difflrel,d difflrel,p
Refinement 1 75k (0.049) 41k (0.010) 10.3 % 3.9 %
Refinement 2 253k (0.035) 114k (0.007) 7.0 % 2.3 %
Refinement 3 801k (0.024) 301k (0.005) 5.3 % 1.6 %
nf = −ns. On the solid we impose d = 0 at Γswall = {0.15}cm × (0.4, 0.6)cm ×
(0.31, 0.34)cm ∪ {0.85}cm × (0.4, 0.6)cm × (0.31, 0.34)cm, so that it is fixed on the
two sides. We impose the interface conditions (7d) and (7e) on Σ = ∂Ωs \ Γswall.
We choose γΣ = 103, γvphy = 10
3, γp = 10−2, γg = 1, γβ = γdiv = 0 and we
consider three different couples of fluid-structure meshes; see Table 1.
In Figure 15, we report the fluid velocity field and the structure displacement
obtained by the XFEM/DG unfitted method for Refinement 3. In Figure 16, top, for
the same refinement, we plot the fluid pressure field on the plane y = 0.5cm that cuts
the structure domain into two parts. From these results, we observe the different value
of pressure upstream and downstream the structure. A quantitative representation
of the pressure is shown in Figure 16, bottom-left, along the line l1 : x = 0.5 cm, y =
0.5 cm, 0 ≤ z ≤ 1 cm, and of the structure displacement in the z-coordinate is shown
in Figure 16, bottom-right, along the line l2 : 0.15 ≤ x ≤ 0.85 cm, y = 0.5 cm, z =
0.325 cm; see Figure 14. From these results, we can observe the jump of the pressure
field across the structure and the good agreement between the fitted and unfitted
solutions. This is also confirmed by the relative differences reported in Table 1 that
highlight the increasing agreement between the two solutions for decreasing h.
Finally, in Figure 17, we show for Refinement 1 a detail of the pressure field on
a slice at x = 0.5 cm. We see that, though some fluid elements are divided by the
structure into two unconnected portions, it is possible to approximate a discontinuous
solution within the same geometrical element.
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Fig. 15. Plot of the fluid velocity field (in cm/s) and structure displacement magnitude (in
cm). Test case I, Refinement 3.
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Fig. 16. Top: plot of the fluid pressure field (in dyne/cm2) on a slice located at y = 0.5cm.
The outline of the structure is represented in black. Bottom: plot in the direction of the flow (line
l1) of the fluid pressure (in dyne/cm2) (left) and structure displacement in the z-coordinate (in cm)
(right). The dashed lines at z = {0.31, 0.34}cm represent the extremities of the structure. Test case
I, Refinement 3.
4.2. Time-dependent nonlinear FSI problem: Geometrically fixed struc-
ture (test case II). We consider a time-dependent FSI problem in the small de-
formations regime given by the coupling of the Navier–Stokes equations for the fluid
and the linear elastic Hooke law for the structure. In this case we do not move the
interface, but the latter is physically coupled with the fluid.
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Fig. 17. Detail of the fluid pressure field (in dyne/cm2) near the structure. It is possible to
identify some tetrahedra that present a discontinuous solution within the same element, as the one
highlighted in yellow. Test case I, Refinement 1.
Table 2
Number of elements and corresponding mesh size (in brackets) for the fluid and solid meshes
used for the comparison between the unfitted case and the fitted/conforming finite element method
and relative differences for the displacement in the center of mass of the structure. ∆t = 0.01 s.
Test case II.
# tetrahedra in T fh # tetrahedra in T sh difftrel,d
Refinement 1 17k (0.034) 4k (0.015) 7.51 %
Refinement 2 52k (0.023) 13k (0.010) 4.40 %
Refinement 3 134k (0.017) 29k (0.008) 3.28 %
We consider the same domain of test case I, but with different dimensions; in
particular we set Ω = (0, 0.7) cm × (0, 0.3) cm × (0, 0.3) cm, Ωs = (0.1, 0.6) cm ×
(0.1, 0.2) cm× (0.135, 0.165) cm, and Ωf = Ω \Ωs. We impose a zero stress condition,
Tfn = 0, at the top and at the bottom of the fluid domain and u = 0 on the lateral
walls of the fluid boundary. As in the steady-state case, the solid is kept fixed on two
of its extremities. Moreover, we apply the following volumetric force:
fs (t) =
{
ρsk if t ∈ (0, 0.1) s,
0 if t ∈ [0.1, T ] s,
where k = (0, 0, 1)cm/s2 and T = 1.5s. On the fluid-structure interface we impose
the continuity of the kinematic and dynamic conditions. As initial conditions, we
set u(x, 0) = 0, d(x, 0) = 0 and d˙(x, 0) = 0. The physical parameters are set as
follows: ρf = 1g/cm3, ρs = 0.1g/cm3, µf = 0.035poise, E = 103dyne/cm2, ν = 0.45.
We consider three different couples of fluid-structure meshes; see Table 2 and three
values of the time step, namely, ∆t = 0.02, 0.01, 0.005 s. Finally, we choose γΣ =
10, γvphy = 10
3, γp = 10−1, γβ = 0.5, γdiv = 0.5, γg = 1.
In Figure 18, we show the numerical solution at different time steps for Refinement
3. Again, the proposed method is able to capture the structure dynamics. In order
to validate these results, we perform a comparison between the presented unfitted
formulation and the ALE conforming finite element method. In Figure 19, we report
the structure displacements in the z-coordinate of the solid center of mass along time
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Fig. 18. Numerical solution at different time steps: t = 0.11s (left), t = 0.19s (right). Fluid
velocity field (in cm/s) and structure displacement (in cm). Test case II.
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Fig. 19. Structure displacement in the z-coordinate along time of the solid center of mass.
Comparison between the XFEM/DG-unfitted and the ALE-conforming methods. Left: space refine-
ment, ∆t = 0.01. Right: time refinement, Refinement 3. Test case II.
Table 3
Relative differences for the displacement in the center of mass of the structure for different ∆t
for the comparison between the unfitted case and the fitted/conforming FEM. Refinement 3. Test
case II.
∆t difftrel,d
0.02 3.72 %
0.01 3.25 %
0.005 2.34 %
for space and temporal refinements. In Tables 2 and 3, we report the corresponding
relative differences for space and temporal refinements, respectively. These results
show that the differences reduces by increasing the refinement of the meshes and of ∆t.
4.3. Time-dependent nonlinear FSI problem: Moving structure (test
case III). In this section, we show the numerical results obtained in the case of a
dynamic structure, which is geometrically moved. We consider a time-dependent FSI
problem given by the coupling of the Navier–Stokes equations for the fluid and the
linear elastic Hooke law for the structure, as described in section 2.2. We employ
the same domains considered in test case II reported in section 4.2. We impose a
periodic sine function at the inlet, i.e., u = (0, 0,−2.5 sin(pi8 t))cm/s on Γin, Tfn = 0
on the outlet Γout and u = 0 on the remaining walls of the fluid boundary. As in
test case I, the solid is kept fixed on two of its extremities, i.e., d = 0 at Γswall.
As initial conditions, we set u(x, 0) = 0, d(x, 0) = 0 and d˙(x, 0) = 0. We also
use the following values for the parameters: ρf = 1g/cm3, ρs = 0.1g/cm3, µf =
0.035poise, E = 2 · 103dyne/cm2, ν = 0.45. The Reynolds number is Re ≈ 10.
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Fig. 20. Up: meshes for XFEM/DG unfitted (left) and ALE/fitted (right) methods. Down:
fluid pressure field (in dyne/cm2) and structure location at t = 0.4s. The moving structure is colored
in white, while its initial position is represented by the thick black line, XFEM/DG unfitted (left),
ALE/fitted (right). Test case III.
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Fig. 21. Displacements of the center of mass of the structure over time obtained with the fitted
and unfitted methods. Test case III.
We employ a fluid mesh T fh composed by 250k tetrahedra and a solid mesh T sh
composed by 14k tetrahedra. The time step ∆t is 0.1s. We choose γΣ = 102, γvphy =
103, γp = 10−1, γβ = 0.5, γdiv = 0.5, and γg = 1.
In Figure 20, we plot for both the XFEM/DG and ALE solutions the pressure field
in the fluid domain and represent the moving structure accordingly to the computed
displacement at a given time step. In Figure 21, we compare the displacement of the
center of mass obtained with the XFEM/DG unfitted and fitted ALE methods. From
these results, we observe the excellent agreement between the results obtained with
the two methods also in the case of moving interface.
In order to validate the effectiveness of the strategy proposed in section 2.4 to
treat the case of physical portions of the background mesh changing in time, we
consider a second test with moving interface on a coarser mesh with the same domain
as in test case I reported in section 4.1; see Figure 14. We use the same parameters
of the previous test case and fluid and structure meshes composed by 38k and 5k
tetrahedra, respectively.
In Figure 22, we show the numerical solution on a section of the fluid/solid domain.
In particular, we plot again the pressure field in the fluid domain and we represent
the moving structure according to the computed displacement at different time steps.
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Fig. 22. Fluid pressure field (in dyne/cm2) and structure location at different time steps, from
top to bottom: t = 0.1s, t = 0.3s, and t = 0.6s. The moving structure is colored in white, while its
initial position is represented by the thick black line. In yellow, we depict an example of tetrahedron,
initially intact, which is cut during the simulation. Test case III.
We see that the fluid elements crossed by the structure change in time as well as the
subtetrahedralization computed in such elements.
We notice that in this case, unlike in test case II, the fluid tetrahedra intersected
by the structure are changing in time, due to the movement of the structure.
The physical domain follows the movement of the structure without actually
moving the fluid mesh, maintaining an accurate description of the solution across the
structure and representing the jump in the pressure.
We remark that the procedures to compute the intersections, to generate the cut-
entities, and to define the dofs need to be performed at each time step. However,
the computational cost spent for this processing is very trifling compared to the total
time (2.5s vs. 118s).
5. Conclusions and Limitations. In this paper we have considered an unfitted
extended finite elements/DG approach for the numerical solution of the fluid-structure
interaction problem in the case of a thick structure. To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first time that this methodology has been applied to the case of a thick
solid. Moreover, this should be the first 3D implementation of XFEM for FSI.
To assess the effectiveness of the proposed method, we reported some 3D test
cases both in the case of a geometrically fixed and a moving structure. Moreover, we
provided a first step toward the validation of the presented method, by comparing
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the corresponding results with those obtained with a ALE fitted/conforming finite
elements.
The main limitations of this work are the moderate Reynolds numbers of the
numerical experiments (' 10) and the simple computational geometries. We are
currently working to improve both these points.
This work opened new challenges in the field of unfitted methods to solve FSI
problems in 3D, in particular the development of new preconditioners which allow
one to speed up convergence and treat greater Reynolds numbers, and the study of
efficient techniques which avoid the assembling at each time step of the whole matrices
in the linear system.
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